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Use of Spe cific Terminology 



Another area of inconsistency surrounds the use of the terms such as "determining " 
"calculating," and similar expressions. Some object to these as not creating a tangible result 
Such terms may in fact be sufficient to establish a tangible result. See, eg. State Street 149 
F.3d at 1375 47 USPQM at 1602 (holding the calculation of a number having a real world value 
£ ^i^^^f^^^ntmdAT&TC^tp. v. Excel Communication 
Inc., 172 F.3d 1352, 50 USPQ2d 1447 (Fed. Cir. 1999) (holding a method claim including the 
generation of a message record for an interexchange call to be statutory). The specification 
should be referred to for a meaning of the terms. See In re Musgrave, 43 1 F 2d 882 893 1 67 
USPQ 280, 289 (CCPA 1970) ("[w]e cannot agree with the board that these claims (all the steps 
of which can be earned out by the disclosed apparatus) are directed to non-statutory processes 
merely because some or all the steps therein can also be carried out in or with the aid of the 
human mind or because it may be necessary for one performing the processes to think ) 



